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Preface

The study of organizations today includes a
broad range of topics and levels of analysis,
from a concern with individual behavior and
attitudes of employees to a more ‘“‘macro”-
analytic focus on how organizations interact
with their environments. Such diversity of
topical interests is essential in our movement
toward more informed understanding of or-
ganizational functioning. One major element
that most organizational scientists share
cuts across this wide array of interests: an
appreciation of the need for a solid founda-
tion in the essentials of research methods
and scientific inquiry. It is this element, this
striving for validity in the execution of orga-
nizational research, that serves as the focus
of this book.

Our interest in putting together this vol-
ume was prompted by our concerns with the
usual, dysfunctional segregation of research
design and data-analytic strategies found
across most methodology courses and books,
and by the relatively few volumes in exis-
tence which deal explicitly with organiza-
tional research. We believe the present
volume has notable features relatively unad-
dressed, or absent, in other related books.
First, the book takes a fairly comprehensive
approach in coverage of both research design

and data analysis techniques. Many of the
articles provide exemplary studies illustrat-
ing the application of a certain approach or
technique which makes the concept ‘“‘come
to life,” as opposed to just an abstract de-
scription. It is too often the case in statistics
courses that we learn the important princi-
ples and become good technicians but lose
sight of the larger picture of what the tech-
nique is actually doing, how it is applied, and
under what conditions one procedure is pre-
ferred over another.

A second feature of the book, congruent
with the attempt at reasonably broad cover-
age, is the inclusion of five especially pre-
pared papers. These invited papers cover
topics we felt could be better presented with
new statements than with existing publica-
tions. Traditional topics including psycho-
metrics and laboratory experimentation are
given fresh, succinct treatments, and newer
and/or controversial issues including multi-
ple regression as a general analytic system,
moderator analysis, and exploratory data
analysis are discussed in chapters that may
be as useful to experienced researchers as to
the graduate student just beginning a re-
search career.

Another timely feature of the book is the

ix
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sizable section devoted to qualitative re-
search methods. While the predominant
thinking for many years has been that col-
lecting quantifiable data and subjecting it to
rigorous statistical tests is the way organiza-
tional science should be conducted, we are
beginning to see a re-emergence of interest
in ‘“‘qualitative” research methods such as
interviewing, unobtrusive measures, and
participant observation. To be sure, tradeoffs
exist in the exclusive use of either qualita-
tive or quantitative approaches, but the data
richness and depth of understanding poten-
tially achieved through the appropriate use
of qualitative methods should not be over-
looked or understated. As the readings in
this section suggest, perhaps we should
more often employ multiple approaches.

The collection of readings does not, of
course, exhaust all of the possible research
issues and techniques. Although many use-
ful articles presented themselves, length lim-
itations prevented their more wholesale
inclusion. We do feel, however, that the do-
main of organizational research methods and
analysis has been representatively sampled.

The book is divided into six chapters.
Each chapter consists of a number of read-
ings, some introductory paragraphs, and a
list of suggested further readings. Readings
were chosen for their contributions as lucid
descriptions of research processes or tech-
niques, or as exemplary illustrations of ac-
tual applications. Suggested readings then
broaden the range of exploration into other
important or illustrative statements about
the design and conduct of organizational re-
search.

Chapter 1 presents several readings about
some of the early considerations in the
launching of a research pragject. The section
begins by identifying some of the features
which characterize significant research
ideas, thus aiding the researcher in deciding
whether or not to pursue an idea. The sec-
ond reading then provides an overview of
how the idea might be pursued, laying out
the strengths and weaknesses of various

general approaches to research. The remain-
ing readings in the first chapter expiore
more specific topics of hypothesis creation
and testing.

Chapter 2 includes papers addressing
issues and techniques of data analysis.
Readings about psychometric properties of
data, exploratory data analysis, and tech-
niques of multivariate analysis provide the
reader with a broad base of information help-
ful for understanding research data.

Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the design of re-
search, including numerous examples of
well-conceived ideas and applications of sta-
tistical techniques. Chapter 3 concerns re-
search in laboratory settings, including
simulations. Chapter 4 moves into field set-
tings, and includes experimental, quasi-ex-
perimental, and nonexperimental designs.

Chapter 5 also concerns field research,
but the emphasis is on ‘“‘qualitative” rather
than “quantitative” approaches. This chap-
ter significantly broadens the traditional re-
search perspective which is sometimes
rather constraining, and should provide
some inspiration toward creativity in ap-
proach and the “mixing” of methods. Fi-
nally, Chapter 6 contains some concluding
(though by nomeans parenthetical) thoughts
about ethics, imperfect rigor, and a chal-
lenge for future learning.

We wish to express our gratitude to a
number of people who provided various
forms of contributions at different stages in
the development of this book. We are grate-
ful to Rick Mowday and Lyman Porter for
their encouragement and support in the very
early phases, when we were struggling with
the decision of whether or not to “press on-
ward.” _

A readings book on such a narrow topic,
targeted primarily toward small graduate
seminars and faculty libraries, would be ac-
curately construed as having a fairly small
market. Publishers are often a bit cautious in
their receptivity to such volumes. Despite
such valid concerns, Reston Publishing
Company developed a keen interest early on.



The assistance of our editors, Ted Buchholtz
and Greg Woods, is acknowledged and ap-
preciated.

Our sincerest thanks go to our colleagues
who devoted their time, energies, and con-
siderable skills to the preparation of the in-
vited papers. Each paper appropriately meets
a need and strengthens the book signifi-
cantly. Particularly considering the deadline
pressures and other demands on their time,
we were doubly pleased by their interest in
and contributions to the final product.

Finally, we acknowledge the spirit of re-
search that surrounds us in our Department

Preface Xi

of Management and College of Business Ad-
ministration at Texas A&M. We continue to
learn about and enjoy research, both directly
and vicariously, through the faculty and ad-
ministrators with whom we interact on a reg-
ular basis. Their varied pursuits and skills as
organizational scientists provide a climate
from which we have benefited in many ways,
including the development of this collection.

Thomas S. Bateman
Gerald R. Ferris

College Station, Texas
July, 1983
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Fundamental
Considerations in

Organizational Research

The first selection of readings presents some
discussion of a number of basic considera-
tions in the conduct of research. Topics
range from the early identification of re-
search ideas which may prove most (and
least) fruitful, through the generation and
testing of research hypotheses. These and
other considerations in this chapter consti-
tute some of the crucial, early decisions in
the planning and execution of research proj-
ects.

To be sure, proper research planning
entails explicit consideration of many choice
points along the route from idea conception
to the reporting of results. Ideally, these
choices are made prior to the actual imple-
mentation of the study. In practice, though,
contingencies may arise which necessitate
(sometimes ultimately for the better) depar-
ture from plans. The ability to adapt to unex-
pected constraints (and opportunities) is an
important asset to the investigator.

Nonetheless, certain preliminary deci-
sions often set the parameters within which
the research process must unfold. Many of
these key issues are represented in Chapter
1. Unfortunately, they are so basic (as in
foundational, not as in simple) that they are
often not as salient to the researcher as, for
example, decisions concerning data-analytic

strategies. As such, these considerations are
sometimes given relatively little attention,
when in fact their explicit incorporation into
the research plan can only strengthen the
final product.

The opening piece by Daft provides in-
formation useful in making that crucial deci-
sion about an idea: whether or not to pursue
it. Daft suggests that too much organiza-
tional research is dull, uninteresting, and in-
significant, and he seeks to identify and
thereby promote the process by which schol-
ars become engaged in truly significant pur-
suits. Significant research, he concludes, is
characterized by an important duality of
mechanistic and organic processes. Daft’s
piece is not only about research, it is re-
search tackling an open question and ending
up with useful guidelines toward maximiz-
ing the probabilities of making important
contributions to knowledge. The message is
both practical and inspirational.

Scientific thinking causes one to ques-
tion statements proposed as truth, not accept
things on blind faith, consider alternative ex-
planations of events and relationships, and
appreciate and use valid means of acquiring
new knowledge. Scott’s paper provides a
general, solid overview of research strate-
gies, from naturalistic observation to care-

1



2 FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH

fully controlled experimentation. He nicely
describes the role of language in science,
and then introduces fundamental concepts
including operational definitions, indepen-
dent and dependent variables, confounding
variables and control, factorial designs,
within-and between-subjects designs, main
and interactive effects, and the examination
and interpretation of data. Descriptions and
examples of such concepts, and delineation
of the major strengths and weaknesses of
various methods, provide a good foundation
for more detailed analyses of specific topics
later in the book.

After this general treatment of research
methods, the remaining articles become
much more topic-specific. Two readings ad-
dress aspects of hypothesis-generation.
Lundberg describes, among other things,
various sources of hypotheses and the basic
forms they can assume. Platt then describes
a systematic approach to generating alterna-
tive hypotheses and sequential hypotheses
in a continuous research program. Although
Platt’s field(s) are different from ours, and
some might argue that the “crucial experi-
ment” is impossible for us to attain, we can
benefit from much of Platt’s thinking. His
article provides insight into such conceptual
arenas as the power of alternative hypoth-

eses, scientific advancement through dis-
proof, deduction and induction, symptorms of
false science, method and problem orienta-
tions, the value of the notebook method, the
importance of thinking, and the potential
utility of modeling other sciences. There is
also a source of comfort to go with some of
Platt’s inspirational messages in his state-
ment that success is often due to a system-
atic approach to research ‘“‘as much as to rare
and unattainable intellectual power.” Taken
together, these two articles about hypothesis
creation nicely address a topic that receives
relatively little attention in print. The reader
might also consider the contributions which
Lundberg’s and Platt’s recommendations
might make to the generation of significant
research as defined by Daft.

Once hypotheses are generated they
must, if deemed significant, be tested. Lyk-
ken addresses some important issues in hy-
pothesis-testing. Statistical significance, he
rightly suggests, is not as important as effect
size. He goes on to suggest ways in which
statistical tools are misused or misinter-
preted. He also discusses the importance of
replication/crossvalidations. On  balance,
Lykken succeeds in “‘raising consciousness”
toward increased skepticism in reading and
evaluating research reports.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING
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Antecedents of Significant and
Not-So-Significant Organizational Research'

What is the process by which scholars be-
come engaged in significant organizational
research? How can a researcher identify in-
novative research ideas that will result in
substantial increments to knowledge? These
are difficult questions. They deal with the
very essence of organizational research. In-
deed, definitive answers to these questions
may not be possible. Significant research
may be the result of chance, or luck, or expe-
rience and judgment. Significant research
projects may originate in the intuitive, non-
linear processes deep in the minds of investi-
gators. We simply don’t know. The purpose
of this paper is to at least raise these ques-
tions, and to begin the search for answers
about the origins of significant research.
Understanding how we become engaged
in significant research also means under-
standing how we become engaged in not-so-
significant research. And a substantial
amount of not-so-significant research is
available for examination. A common criti-
cism of organizational behavior research is
that it is dull. Research outcomes too often

Richard L. Daft

are neither interesting nor significant. The
problems chosen for investigation often are
already well researched and trivial.

The notion of research significance af-
fects us all. We have to make choices about
which research projects to undertake, and
our decisions often weigh the eventual out-
comes and publishability of the research.
And after the research is undertaken, there
are endless evaluations: by colleagues who
read drafts and provide criticisms; by journal
referees; perhaps by journal editors; by de-
partment heads; by promotion and tenure
committees; by readers of the journal; and by
other scholars doing research in the same
field. Various devices are employed to assess
the research, which include journal quality,
number of citations, and creativity. We are
continuously involved in the evaluation of
research significance. And these evaluations
typically are very imperfect. They do not
occur until after the research act is com-
pleted, and they provoke a great deal of un-
certainty and dissatisfaction because
research quality is poorly understood.

' This paper is adapted from chapter four in John P. Campbell, Richard L. Daft, and
Charles L. Hulin, What to Study: Generating and Developing Research Questions (Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc, 1982) . Readers are encouraged to consult the book and the
series in which it was published: Studying Organizations: Innovations in Methodology (Bev-

erly Hills, CA: Sage 1983).

Special thanks to John Campbell, Chuck Hulin and Vic Vroom who collaborated on the
research design and data collection for this project. This research was supported by the Office
of Naval Research and the National Institute of Education as part of the “Innovations in Meth-
odology” project, J. Richard Hackman, Principal Investigator.



4 FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH

The research described in this paper has
two goals. The first is to directly compare sig-
nificant and not-so-significant research proj-
ects along a number of specific dimensions.
This comparison may help identify charac-
teristics of significant organizational re-
search. Improved clarification and definition
of significant research may result. The sec-
ond goal of this paper is to develop criteria for
predicting significant research in advance.
In other words, what should an investigator
Iook for when choosing a research project in
order to enhance the probability that it will
make a significant contribution to knowl-
edge. To meet this end, research projects
were traced back ta.their origins. The ante-
cedents of significant organizational re-
search is something about which we know
almost nothing, and this is the activity we
must begin to understand. An “early warn-
ing”’ system of sorts may be helpful if we are
to improve the significance of organizational
research undertaken and eventually submit-
ted for publication.

THEORY

Good research papers might be character-
ized by such things as good writing, novel
ideas, a clever methodology, or the integra-
tion of different concepts into a single study.
These characteristics make sense, and two
recent papers offer particularly useful per-
spectives about characteristics of research
outcomes. These two papers are the theoreti-
cal starting point for the study described
here.

In 1971, Murray Davis proposed an in-
triguing idea. He argued that sociological
theories which have significant impact are
those that are “interesting.” Davis claimed
that impact and significance have little to do
with truth or empirical proof. Indeed, verifi-
able theories are soon forgotten. A theorist or
a piece of work is considered great simply
because the work is interesting.

In order to be interesting, Davis said the

theory has to deny certain assumptions of
the audience. If all assumptions are denied,
then the theory will be seen as unbelievable
or irrelevant. If no assumptions are denied,
the theory will be seen as obvious, as replow-
ing old ground. The theory must be in the
middle. The theory must differ moderately
from readers’ assumptions in order to sur-
prise and intrigue them. From an analysis of
the sociological literature, Davis developed
12 propositions that described when theories
would deny some assumptions of the audi-
ence and hence be perceived as interesting.
Example theories are when the assumed in-
dependent variable in a causal relationship is
shown to be a dependent variable, when as-
sumed covariation in a positive direction be-
tween phenomena is shown to be in a
negative direction, when a phenomena
which appears to be ineffective is shown to
be effective, or when unrelated phenomena
actually are found to have a single underly-
ing theme, and so on. Theories which have
one of these characteristics will tend to be
noticed and will have impact. The contribu-
tion of Davis, then, is that he went beyond
the notion of “newness” in research, and de-
scribed 12 explicit characteristics of re-
search ideas that might be considered in
advance. If a study is simply designed to
reaffirm the assumption set of the audience,
then it is not likely to be very significant.
The other study is from psychology. Ste-
phen Gottfredson (1978) examined the peer
evaluation system by collecting opinions
about articles from psychology journals. This
was an empirical, cross-sectional study that
included 83 statements describing attributes
of journal articles, evaluations by 299 quali-
fied scholars, and articles from 9 psychology
journals. His research provided a compre-
hensive list of article characteristics, and the
results indicated that judges are highly reli-
able when estimating the quality of articles.
The 83 items were summarized in 9 scales.
Key characteristics were called originality,
stylistic/ compositional qualities, ho-hum re-
search, whether the paper provided direction
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for new research, and the type of substantive
contribution.

The work of both Davis and Gottfredson
dealt with evaluation after the fact. Their re-
search explained the success of already pub-
lished papers. But one comes from sociology
and one from psychology, one pertains to
theories and the other to empirical papers.
Within these two studies is a beginning from
which to start exploring the antecedents as
well as the characteristics of significant re-
search. From this starting point we may be
able to identify criteria that predict early in a
project whether research is likely to be per-
ceived as original, whether it denies the as-
sumptions of the audience, or whether it will
be simply more of the same ho-hum research
that is now being published.

METHOD

The purpose of the methodology was to de-
velop a direct comparison between signifi-
cant and not-so-significant research at two
stages— (1) the initial circumstances under
which the research was undertaken, and (2)
the published research outcomes. This
meant measuring the beginning and ending
of research projects. Learning about the re-
search beginnings required personal inter-
views. Controlling for differences in research
experience and creativity was also important,
so a “‘within person” research strategy was
adopted. Each investigator would be inter-
viewed twice, once for a project considered
significant, and once for a project considered
not-so-significant.

Criterion of Significance

The first problem concerns the definition of
significant and not-so-significant research.
The researcher was asked to select a re-
search project in each category (significant
and not-so-significant), using acceptance by
colleagues in the field as the criterion. Inves-
tigators are aware of feedback in the form of

journal reviews, acceptance by colleagues,
citations, and whether the work has been
recognized as making a significant contribu-
tion to the field. Likewise, the researcher
would know that a not-so-significant project
had not been accepted in a positive manner
by colleagues, had not received recognition,
and perhaps was never published even
though submitted to journals. Thus respon-
dents chose the research projects about
which they were interviewed, and they used
acceptance by other scholars in the disci-
pline as the criterion of significance.

Closed-ended Questions

The next step was to develop a list of specific
dimensions along which to compare the re-
search projects. This involved two steps. The
first step was a literature search for dimen-
sions along which successful projects might
be discriminated from non-successful proj-
ects. This search included both the literature
on research (Davis, 1971; Gottfredson,
1978), and the literature on organizational
innovation which had used the method of
comparing successful and unsuccessful proj-
ects (Zand and Sorensen, 1975; Science Pol-
icy Research Unit, 1972). The second step
was a survey of colleagues, who were asked
to provide their description of what charac-
terized exceptionally good research papers
and exceptionally poor research papers.
From these sources a pool of 38 question-
naire items was developed which seemed to
capture most characteristics by which signif-
icant and not-so-significant research projects
would differ from one another.

Open-ended Questions

The open-ended questions were designed to
trace each project back to its beginning. The
formal interview was only semistructured.
Since the antecedents of research is a poorly
understood topic, open-ended questions pro-
vided an opportunity to explore and discover
important differences between the early



6 FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH

stages of significant and not-so-significant
research outcomes. General questions were
asked, and then the interviewer probed until
he understood the history of the project. Ex-
ample questions included: How did the
project originate? Where did the idea come
from? How was it developed? What attracted
you to the project? What contextual factors
facilitated or inhibited development of the
research? Responses to these questions were
written down by the interviewer for later
content analysis.

Sample and Procedure

The respondents were a convenience sample
of 29 scholars. The sample included all par-
ticipants in the Innovations in Methodology
Conference working sessions at the Center
for Creative Leadership in Greensboro, N.C.,
August 1980. Additional researchers were
interviewed at the University of Minnesota
and Texas A&M University. The criterion for
selection was that the scholar had done orga-
nizational research, was recognized as a ca-
pable scholar, and had completed research
prajects that could be considered significant
and not-so-significant. Respondents were in-
terviewed face-to-face for the open-ended
questions, and then they completed the 38
closed-ended items by themselves.

Caveat

After examination of the set of 29 written
pairs of interviews, it became clear that the
interview team had not maintained rigorous
consistency. In a few cases respondents se-
lected projects they especially liked or dis-
liked as the criterion of significance, with
only secondary regard for acceptance or re-
jection by the larger academic community.
Different kinds of studies also were included.
Most were oriented toward theory develop-
ment, but a few were oriented toward meth-
odology. These problems reflected the
exploratory nature of the research. On bal-
ance, the interviews yielded robust informa-

tion. Most interviews did pertain to research
that was theoretical rather than methodolog-
ical, and the definition of significance in
most cases was influenced by the response of
the academic community rather than by the
respondent’s own taste. And the field inter-
view team did conduct the interviews in a
sufficiently coordinated way so that initial
comparisons and insights were possible.

RESULTS
Open-ended Responses

SIGNIFICANT RESEARCH PROJECTS. Excerpts
from the open-ended interviews about the
origin of significant research projects are in
Table 1. The paraphrases provide examples
of the imagery associated with significant re-
search projects as described by the respon-
dents. The reader is urged to read the items
in Table 1 before reading the author’s inter-
pretation that follows. Content analysis of
the descriptions suggest several antecedents
to successful research.

1. Activity. Significant research was an
outcome of investigator activity and expo-
sure. Frequent interactions, being in the
right place at the right time, chance, and
contact with management and with col-
leagues are related to the beginning of good
research ideas. Investigator solitude and iso-
lation probably would be less likely to result
in significant research outcomes.

2. Convergence. There is a sense that sev-

eral activities or interests converge at the
same time. This convergence might include
an idea with a method, or the interest of a
colleague or student with exposure to an or-
ganizational problem or a new technique.
Convergence seems related to the notion
of activity because it is through activity
and exposure that the investigator is able
to be at the convergence point of several
events.

3. Intuition. The importance of the re-
search and the interest in it seem to be
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TABLE 1
Origins of Significant Research Projects

I threw out an idea in a doctoral seminar to which a
student responded. Sense of great exciternent, en-
gagement in task, reading, thinking, interacting.
Continuous interaction to test ideas against one
another—couldn’t let go. Original idea came from
interaction with executives and learning the
problems they faced.

Study evolved from 2-3 streams; libertarian view,
visit with who had similar ideas or con-
clusions, endless informal discussion, previous
studies | had done, observation of people.

Wanted to develop theoretical rationale and inter-
pretation for the seemingly confusing and contra-
dictory empirical results concerning ____ .
Wanted to clarify and make sense of it, and col-
leagues agreed with importance.

Theoretically eloquent. Idea originated in a seminar
where diverse backgrounds led to stimufating
clashes. Connections plus enthusiasm.

Novel combination—new theoretical idea with in-
terestimg way to test it. Also did pilot study and
boom, discovered a new factor that limited previ-
ous research,

Worked in , and personal experience con-
trasted with academic theory. Findings were po-
litically relevant for understanding motivations of
poor people.

We were playing bridge with a couple from market-
ing. He mentioned a problem, and | said that
sounds like theory. We got very excited.
Sofved an applied probiem.
was perplexed by some results, and at the same
time I read a paper by someone else who had ob-
served the same thing and was perplexed. Tested
ideas to show that conventional wisdom was erro-
neous and provided much simpler strategy for
prediction models.

| was the entrepreneur. ] perceived the need and felt
it was timely. | listened to clients and sensed their
careers.

Real world problems that cauld have policy impli-
cations. Also personal values—concern over Viet
Nam war. Came from real life experience and re-
flection and not from literature.

The intent was to discover correct dimensions of the
concept and clarify it for the literature. The con-
cept was poorly conceptualized and was relevant
to management.

Student had done an excellent paper. Decided
spontaneously to collaborate with student, and
was not an outgrowth of long term interests.

The idea occurred as a result of studying literature
relevant to this problem. Also playful, exploratory
intellectual climate—lots of “what if” conversa-
tion.

Chance. It was a matter of being in a place that did
this kind of work and having the right previous
experience. Had both applied and theoretical im-
plications.

Convergence of several things. Previous baok, inter-
est in this industry, interest in , wife's
career, and abifity to use new technique.

Grew from literature review, work over previous
years, interaction with Ph.D student, mathemati-
cal model developed previously, and the situation
in which all this could be chunked.

From frustration over issues of motivation; from
wondering how to motivate employees; from pre-
vious study of supervisars; from current literature,

A colleague walked in one day and tried to explain a
new concept from operations research. Suddenly
| realized significance for organizations. Multiple
implication blossomed right in front of us. We
talked for a year, were very excited, and finally
wrote everything down.

It was a plight. | didn’t believe in __ and
wanted to show it. | could use a high-powered
methodology | had been taught. | meshed all my
interests—small groups, personality, creativity,
applied.

Dramatic topic and of interest to my associates.
Methodology was of long standing interest to me.
Current events influenced thinking, as did one or
two key books.

guided by intuition and feeling rather than
by logical analysis. Investigators often ex-
pressed a feeling of excitement or commit-
ment, a perceived certainty, as if they
“knew’” at a deeper level they were doing the
right thing. A great deal of intrinsic interest
is also present. Logical decisison processes

or planning were typically not used to select
research that turned out to be significant.

4. Theory. A concern with theory also
seems to be important. A primary goal often
was to understand or explain something
about organizational behavior. The investi-
gator was curious, was concerned with a



